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CHAPTERl 
INTRODUCTION 
Purpose of the Study 
The landscape of American government has changed with the increased presence of 
females in positions.of political power. Previous research has shown that female legislators, 
more often than male legislators, have brought children's and women's policies to the 
forefront of their respective political agendas (Center for the American Woman and Politics, 
1998; Dodson, 1997; Hyland Byrne, 1997; Thomas, 1991). Because women are still largely 
underrepresented in their state legislatures, and there is a need for more effective family 
policies, it is necessary to understand the policy processes pursued by women in government. 
Likewise, there is a need to understand differing family policy approaches by political 
parties. Because major differences in family policy voting records, based on political parties' 
ideologies have been established, the effect of political affiliation will be examined (Dolan, 
1997; Levitt 1996; Paddock & Paddock, 1997). This research will focus on differences 
between the gender and party of legislative leaders, examining what sources of information 
are most helpful in the development of family policies and evaluating what sources they 
consider important to setting their issue agendas. 
Importance of the Study 
Since the beginning of the women's movement, more women than ever have entered 
the paid workforce. More women attain positions of leadership and power now than ever 
before. While women activists are quick to point out that much work is yet to be done before 
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women are really "equal" in the workplace, there is another realm in which women have a far 
greater battle to fight. Women are still very much the minority in the game of politics. 
There are obvious reasons why women are important to the legislative process. The 
foundation of our political system was built on the ideas of equality and the rights of all 
citizens to be represented. Naturally, it is important for groups who traditionally have been 
taken for granted-women, children, and minorities-finally to be heard. The interests of these 
groups should be represented in American politics, yet these groups are still grossly 
underrepresented. Aside from the obvious reasons why more women are needed in politics, 
there are additional reasons for women to engage in politics that are not as well known to the 
general public. Women represent not only themselves, but another group often overlooked 
by politicians: children. Some may claim this interest i~ purely maternal, while others 
suggest women draw on their societal roles as caregiver. Nonetheless, women have served 
consistently as advocates for children and families alike (Center for the American Woman 
and Politics, 1998; Dodson, 1997; Hyland Byrne, 1997; Thomas, 1991). 
A review of the literature will indicate that women advocate family policies more 
often than do men. Family policy has garnered significant attention in the policy arena in 
recent years. Family policies affecting areas such as health care, welfare, family-leave, 
childcare, marriage, and extra-parental rights (e.g., grandparental rights) have been front and 
center ,in the scientific community and popular media alike. What traditionally has been 
grouped as "social policy" that affects children and families has found a new niche all its 
own, one that provides a more accurate description. Although family policy has existed since 
the inception of policy itself, the study of family policy is a relatively new area. In lay terms, 
a family policy may be defined as any policy impacting families. Zimmerman provides a 
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more detailed definition: "family policy constitutes a collection of separate but interrelated 
policy choices that aim to address problems that families are perceived as experiencing in 
society" (1995, p. 3). The tendency of women to advocate for family policies more than men 
serves as another reason to better understand potential gender differences related to political 
processes. 
The following discussion of current family policy will reveal a lack of policies that 
are sensitive to the changing needs of families, most often women and children. This is one 
primary reason for this research and its focus on gender differences. Many factors have 
increased the amount of attention that society has paid to the importance of family policy. 
For example, the number of women in the paid workforce has increased, thus initiating the 
need for many family issues to be addressed. Women historically have provided care for 
children in their homes. Now, with the entry of these women into the paid workforce, 
quality, affordable childcare is greatly needed in the United States. Because women still 
provide the majority of primary care to children, they are affected more often by the 
availability of childcare. Although some attempts to address the increased need for childcare 
have been made, the federal government has yet to enact a policy that will ensure all families 
quality and affordable childcare, allowing all parents, particularly women, the opportunity to 
support their families by entering the paid workforce. 
Family medical leave is another concern among families, particularly the increasing 
number of dual-earner families and single-parent families. The government attempted to 
address this specific need of families with the passage of The Family and Medical Leave Act 
(FMLA) of 1993. This legislation was passed in an effort to afford employees, particularly 
women, greater job security when they take family leave. Once again, because women in 
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American society are more likely than men to take leave from work to care for family 
members, they are most often affected by this legislation. The FMLA is an example of a 
long overdue family policy in the United States. Though many family advocates applauded 
this legislation, it was not as extensive as some had hoped. For example, certain employers 
are exempt from the responsibilities outlined in the FMLA, and employees have to meet 
certain qualifications to utilize the leave promised by the FMLA. Many Americans will not 
receive the benefits outlined in the FMLA because of these types of exemptions. In fact, 
estimates indicate that nearly 95% of all businesses are exempt from the FMLA, leaving 60% 
of the nation's workers unprotected (Marks, 1997). 
The absence of a comprehensive national family policy has left many Americans 
looking for services not available under the current system. In addition to the increased need 
for childcare, greater recognition of family policy has been due in part to the need for quality, 
affordable health care. Despite recent economic prosperity in the United States, many 
Americans are unable to find affordable healthcare. It is estimated that by the year 2002, 60 
million Americans will be uninsured (Ginzberg, 1998). As of 1998, there were 
approximately 40 million uninsured Americans. Those estimates do not even recognize the 
33% of Americans who are underinsured. The lack of affordable access to healthcare is 
especially problematic for the 34.5 million Americans who live in poverty, many of whom 
are parents with dependent children (U.S. Census Bureau, 1998). According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau, the number of poor children in America was reported at 13.5 million in 1998. 
Proper prenatal care and childhood immunizations, simple preventative services that ensure 
better health, escape availability for millions of impoverished women and their children. 
5 
Ironically, impoverished Americans, who most often have special health care needs, are the 
group of people least likely to be able to afford any type of health insurance. 
Health insurance is only one of many concerns facing the millions of impoverished 
Americans. Many poor American families have been touched by another family policy, 
welfare reform. In August 1996, the U.S. Congress passed the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Act (PRWOA), popularly known as welfare reform. This new law 
replaced the old Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program with a program 
known as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) .. Burtless and Weaver reported 
in the Brookings Review that many specialists anticipate an eventual increase in poverty and 
distress as a result of this legislation (1997). Although the authors indicated that welfare-to-
work programs possessed the ability to increase earnings and work among welfare recipients, 
the increases were not substantial enough to enable recipients to become self-sufficient. In 
other words, the new legislation that was intended to reduce dependency on government 
assistance is putting people to work but is failing at an attempt to help people become self-
sufficient. In fact, many recipients were found to endure long periods of joblessness after 
completing the welfare-to-work programs. The authors suggested that access to publicly 
provided jobs and supplemental aid ( e.g., childcare) were crucial to single parents' ability to 
support their children. Most often in American society, these single parents are women. 
Therefore, the public should not be fooled by reports from the media suggesting welfare 
reform is a complete success. 
As the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act's 60-month time limit 
occurs, it is estimated that 40 percent of the current caseload will be affected. Furthermore, 
approximately two-thirds of recipients will be affected in those states with a 24-month time 
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limit (Duncan, Harris, & Boisjoly, 2000). Thus, many cite the decreasing numbers of 
welfare recipients as an indicator of welfare reform success. However, the absence of 
welfare clients on welfare roils does not equate to welfare reform success. Perhaps if sheer 
numbers and statistics were the only measure of success, we could deem the preliminary 
effects of welfare reform as a success, as welfare rolls are declining. However, the reality is 
that since the inception of welfare reform, although many families have gone to work, many 
of these families are still living in poverty, without quality childcare, healthcare, family 
leave, or other benefits that help to support families. Moreover, for millions of single 
mothers and their children, the current family policy attempts have failed to meet their needs. 
Just as the picture of the American family has evolved over the past hundred years, so 
has the need for positive government policy that will address the changing needs of families. 
The United States' growing awareness about issues such as child and family development 
has solicited an increased concern about child and family issues from legislators and citizens 
alike. Although political camps differ on what approach to family policy is appropriate, as 
the family continues to evolve and develop complex needs, our government develops policies 
in an attempt to answer the call of changing family needs. The differing family policy 
approaches professed by political camps brings us to the next point of interest for this 
research. 
Perhaps a legislative characteristic better known than gender for its link to legislative 
behavior is political party affiliation. Republicans and Democrats have very different ideas 
about many policies, particularly family policies. Major political differences have existed 
between the parties since the inception of the two major political parties. Although both 
Democrats and Republicans claim family values, the approach to family policy taken by the 
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two parties is very different. The ideological differences that traditionally have existed 
between the Democrats and Republicans have shaped the way the parties view family 
policies. Thus, the two parties have differed on issues such as abortion, welfare, health care, 
faxes, family leave, and education policies. Because the two major parties approach such 
family policy issues in remarkably different ways, this study will examine differences 
between the parties in addition to gender differences. 
This research is not designed to validate or approve one party's approach over 
another; likewise it is not intended to prove that one gender is a more effective family policy 
advocate. The author believes that the most effective family policy can be reached through 
bi-partisan cooperation, with representatives from all genders, races, and belief systems 
working together for the common good of families. However, the differences that are 
evident between the genders' and parties' political behavior are of concern for family policy 
advocates. Thus, this study intends to examine what, if any, differences exist between the 
genders and political parties in their political processes. In other words, because different 
political outcomes have been identified, political processes will be examined to look at what 
information they use to arrive at family policies and set policy agendas. Because the genders 
and parties have such different family policy voting behaviors and issue agendas, it is 
hypothesized that the genders and parties are using different sources of information to make 
decisions about family policies and issue agendas. 
The above-mentioned examples-childcare, health care, family leave, and welfare 
reform-are only the tip of the family policy iceberg. There are endless programs that 
implicitly or explicitly affect families, particularly women and children. Countless statistics 
indicate that despite the prosperity of the United States, there are a frightening number of 
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families still living in undesirable conditions. The millions of Americans who live in 
poverty, the women and children who live in homes where abuse occurs, and the working-
class families who struggle to make ends meet, could all benefit from more comprehensive 
family policies. It is important to recognize that while our nation experiences a great time of 
national prosperity, millions of Americans are in need. This situation requires family 
policies that will address American family's needs. It is important for the research 
community to better understand how political processes occur. It is thought that because 
female and male policy makers establish different policy making habits, as do Democrats and 
Republicans, these groups are using different sources of information. Similarly, because the 
groups report differences in family policy opinions, it is thought that differing sources of 
information are utilized when forming policy agendas. 
Ultimately, policy makers determine what family policies will be enacted. Thus, 
policy makers are responsible for enacting more effective family policy. The current family 
policy literature indicates that women politicians are responsible for a majority of the family 
policies that are enacted (Center for the American Woman and Politics, 1998; Dodson, 1997; 
Hyland Byrne, 1997; Thomas, 1991). Likewise, the basic ideas that surround the major 
parties' respective platforms differ greatly, and the research literature comparing the two 
parties illustrates differences in their political behaviors (Dolan, 1997). Regardless of 
gender or political affiliation, it is not the sole responsibility of only one group of legislators 
to enact more effective or comprehensive family policies. Because of the groups' legislative 
differences, it is important to understand any differences between the parties or genders that 
affect their policies. Because so many family policies affect women and children, the lack of 
women in political office is cause for concern. Every group in society should be fairly 
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represented in the policy-making process, particularly those groups that are in great need of 
policies that address their circumstances. 
The link between female legislators and family policy is only one piece of the family 
policy puzzle, and is by no means the only element to understanding legislative behavior. 
However, differences between males and females may dim in comparison to groups who 
traditionally have been at odds over policy attitudes. Although differences between the 
genders have been reported in the policy arena, the blatant differences between how the two 
major political parties approach family policies should not be ignored. However, political 
affiliation does not hold the key to understanding political behavior either. Recognizing that 
differences between the parties and genders reportedly exist, this study seeks to better 
understand political processes within the two groups, particularly, what sources of 
information they tum to in their policy-making processes. Thus, because policy differences 
have been found between the genders and parties, this study is centered on what sources the 
parties and genders deem most important in their policy-making processes. First, what 
sources are most useful to legislators when they are developing family policy ideas? Second, 
what sources are most important when they are setting an issue agenda? Ifwe can better 
understand differences between the genders and parties in government, perhaps we can learn 
how politicians are arriving at such different policy ideas. Family advocates may find 
information about political processes useful; such information may help facilitate more 
effective practices for advocates attempting to influence legislators' family policy decisions 
and shape their policy agendas to reflect a priority for America's families and children. 
· CHAPTER2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
State Legislators 
The policy-making arena provides a setting by which to examine the nature of family 
policy. Legislative attitudes and behaviors are the link to comprehensive, effective family 
policies. Naturally, because legislators are responsible for which policies are enacted, their 
legislative priorities, particularly priorities of those in leadership positions, speak to what is 
likely to happen in the policy arena. 
Much of the literature in politics is focused on state legislators as the unit of analysis. 
Multiple reasons exist for the selection of state over federal policy makers. Many more 
women are present in state legislative positions than are present in congressional positions. 
The larger pool of participants found in all state legislators creates a more diverse 
composition than the smaller pool of participants found in Congress. Moreover, the inclusion 
of multiple state legislatures provides a greater number of participants from whom to select. 
Family Policy as a Legislative Priority 
Gender and legislative priorities 
A majority of the research literature analyzing political behavior on the state level 
indicates that family policy legislation is reportedly considered a priority among female 
legislators more often than for male legislators (Center for the American Woman and 
Politics, 1998; Dodson, 1997; Hyland Byrne, 1997; Thomas, 1991). The literature also 
indicates that family policies in the United States have been initiated in large part by female 
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legislators. Therefore, we tum our attention to an e~amination of how the presence of women 
in the legislative process affects family policy. 
Because the representation of women in legislative positions has increased, more 
information about the effect of women in politics has become available froni the scientific 
community. The Center for the American Woman and Politics conducted a study using 
telephone interviews to examine the results of increased female participation in state 
legislatures (Center for the American Woman and Politics, 1998). Women legislators 
reported women's rights, health care, and children/family issues as their top legislative 
priority more often than male legislators. Not only did women.report family policies as their 
priorities, the results of this study indicated that, in fact, women legislators were more likely 
than men to act on women's rights legislation. Female legislators also reported more 
feminist and more liberal attitudes than did male legislators. Interestingly, this report stated 
that women were more likely than men to act on women's rights legislation, regardless of 
whether it was reported as their top priority. Moreover, the study stated that women policy 
makers seemed to be drawing on their traditional role as caregiver, due to the fact they were 
more likely to prioritize policy issues dealing with children, families, and health care. 
Furthermore, majorities of both women and men legislators reported that the presence of 
women in the state legislature had made a difference in the access of the economically 
disadvantaged to the legislature, and that women legislators considered constituents very 
helpful in working on their top priority bills. 
This finding is particularly relevant to the policy making process. An increasing 
number of Americans have become uninvolved with the American political process, as is 
evident by a decline in voter turnout rates. Re-engaging constituents in the legislative 
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process is a concern for many political analysts. For instance, the economically 
disadvantaged traditionally have not been a group of people who have had great influence on 
or contact with their legislators, yet they may be affected by many pieces of legislation ( e.g., 
welfare reform, minimum wage, health insurance). This information offers further evidence 
that women are making a difference by representing families who are underrepresented in the 
legislature but that are affected by family policy. Additionally, this finding suggests that 
women may be using a source of information for policy making more often than men: their 
constituents. It is important for advocates and constituents to understand how legislators 
arrive at legislative decisions in order for them to affect the policy making process.· 
What sources of information do legislators use as they make policy decisions? 
Because men and women are arriving at different policy decisions, this study will 
hypothesize that the genders favor differing sources of information in their policy-making 
processes. Determining this type of information can assist interested parties, such as 
advocacy groups, in their quest to approach legislators with a family policy agenda in a 
successful manner. Female and male legislators make different policy decisions, and 
preliminary information suggests that women may include constituents in this process more 
often. Thus, itis thought that female and male legislators use different sources of 
information in their legislative decision making processes. 
The scientific community has assessed legislative behavior using multiple methods. 
Hyland Byrne (1997) compared the qualitative versus quantitative representation of women 
in politics. She conducted interviews with members of the New Democratic Party (NDP) of 
Ontario, Canada in 1996. The women legislators interviewed felt more responsibility to 
represent women's issues. Beyond the quantitative representation of women in the NDP and 
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their feelings of increased responsibility, substantive policy advances related to women were 
reported as a result of the women's involvement. Some of the iss:ues addressed by the NDP 
as a result of increased female participation included increased investments for women's 
groups, extended parental leave, increased funding for childcare and women's health 
services, pay equity, and job creation programs that included child care spaces. However, 
institutional changes, as a result of the increased involvement of women in the NDP, were 
not reported to be as great as the aforementioned impacts on policy. Although the increased 
representation of women in the NDP allowed for greater networking and emotional support, 
women legislators were less likely to use the traditional male legislators' forms of 
collaboration and networking. Constant familial obligations were reported as one barrier to 
women rallying their forces in the same way as many male legislators. 
The key gender difference reported in this study was the male culture. It appeared 
that although women made a positive impact on the enactment of family policies, they were 
still treated as unequal. Women reported that men were inattentive to women's speeches, 
made comments about female dress, and that the male culture tended to engage in theatrical 
debates rather than factual and explanatory debates. These findings offer further evidence 
that men and women use different forms of information to arrive at policy decisions and 
support the notion that more information is needed on the types of support that are useful to 
women legislators and how these supports differ for men and women. Women are still the 
legislative minority, their extra-legislative (i.e., family) obligations appear to further 
complicate their role as legislator, and their minority status in the legislature may translate 
into differences in legislative behaviors (i.e., sources used to arrive at decisions and make 
issue agendas). 
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Much of the literature indicates that female policy makers are advocates for family 
policies; however, some may question the real measure oflegislative impact that is attainable 
by female legislators. Sue Thomas (1991) cited evidence suggesting that an increase of 
women in the legislature would make a difference. Thomas cited a pioneering study 
conducted by Kanter in 1977, examining minority status behavior in the corporate world. 
According to Thomas, studies of the corporate sales force have found that diversity within 
groups is critical to shaping group interaction dynamics. The examination of the corporate 
sales force discussed by Thomas found that when the minority group made up 15% or less of 
the total group's membership, the minorities were perceived as tokens. This perception 
altered their behavior, generally soliciting responses that were unnatural in fashion. When 
the minority group's membership was greater (15% to 40% of the total group), or when it 
approached balance (a 60%-40% split), the minorities were perceived in more of a normai 
fashion, and thus were more able to act naturally, or in an unrestrained fashion. In other 
words, when a greater representation of the minority group was present, things operated more 
smoothly and in a more natural fashion. These findings suggest that increased presence of 
women may be important to carrying out their legislative priorities, which, as indicated by 
the literature, are often family policy-oriented. However, more interestingly, Thomas 
suggested that the intervening variable associated with the change in female legislative 
behavior was support from other women. 
Thomas' findings confirmed what a great deal ofliterature, similar to the above-
mentioned, has said. In a survey of members of the lower houses of state legislatures, 
Thomas found evidence that women introduced more bills dealing with women, children, and 
families. Furthermore, Thomas found that women were more successful than men at passing 
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these bills. As a result of these findings, Thomas suggested that women legislators expended 
more energy and effort toward these types of family policies. Although Thomas found no 
overall evidence that the percentage of female representation in the legislature affected the 
percentage of successful legislation, she found that a rather high representation of women did 
indicate a higher success rate with family policy issues. Furthermore, Thomas' findings 
indicated that the presence of a formal women's legislative caucus was associated with a high 
rate of success for family policies. Thus, this study will examine the importance of caucus to 
women's policy-making processes. 
These findings indicate that minimal gains in terms of gender representation may not 
suffice; the support of women in the legislature is crucial. Dramatic increases in female 
legislative representation may be necessary to affect family policies, but the literature 
suggests that legislative support for women currently in office is an important factor to the 
female legislators. For some women, that legislative support may be found in the presence of 
women colleagues, or, as suggested by Thomas, in legislative caucuses. Regardless, 
Thomas' findings echo what the other literature suggests. Real differences exist between 
male and female legislators,· and, more importantly, a major difference made by female 
legislators is the increased priority of family policies in the legislatures. 
Further evidence citing the importance of female legislative support was found by 
Dodson (1997). Using survey data from the Center for the American Woman and Politics, 
Dodson found more detailed information about the under-representation of women in the 
legislature. Her findings indicated that although the presence of married women with minor 
children had increased in the paid workforce, the presence of these women within the 
legislature had not. Additionally, women tended to attain their political offices later in life 
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than their male counterparts. These findings suggest that the current representation of 
women in the legislature, though small, is not accurately representing women. Although 
there is a need for increased female political representation in general, these findings suggest 
that there is a need for a better representation of women among the leaders who are already 
in office. For the time being, however, it is important to examine the current situation of 
women in government and how that differs from their male counterparts. Because a great 
deal of literature on gender differences discusses family policy, the gender differences that 
will be explored will relate to family policies as well. 
The reported differences in priorities among female and male legislators should be of 
concern to family policy advocates, who recognize the need for a comprehensive national 
family policy that aims to support the healthy development of all families. The fact that 
women politicians are still the minority in the political playing field only amplifies these 
concerns. First, there is a concern that this inequality will surely maintain a political playing 
field where the views of millions of American women are likely to be underrepresented, or 
entirely overlooked, when policy decisions affecting them are made. Second, there is a 
concern with the lack of women in political office because of the above-mentioned evidence 
that women are more likely to represent children and family's issues in the legislative arena. 
The glass ceiling in politics appears to be even more difficult than the glass ceiling in the 
business world for women to break through. Therefore, the literature suggests that the 
current legislative gender inequalities may have an impact on how well family policy 
agendas are represented. 
According to the Center for American Women in Politics (2000), the representation 
of women in state legislatures has increased more than five-fold since 1969. Although that 
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statistic may sound like a substantial gain, the real numbers of representation tell a different . 
story. This increase has meant that the 4% of total legislators who were women in 1969 has 
jumped to 22.5% oflegislators presently. Clearly, although there have been advances in 
equal gender representation in the legislature, women are still largely underrepresented. 
Not only are women succeeding more often in their quest to serve in state 
legislatures, but they are also attaining positions of leadership during their time of public 
service (Center for the American Women in Politics, 1999). However, the percentage of 
women in legislative leadership positions is even less representative than the percentage of 
legislative women. The Center for the American Women in Politics examines legislative 
composition among the states. Their examination of leadership positions, including senate 
presidents and presidents pro tempore, house speakers and speakers pro tempore, and 
majority and minority leaders of the senate and house, indicated that in 1999, only 11.2% of 
the state legislators holding leadership positions nationwide were women. (Senate president 
was not included in this count when she was filling the position as lieutenant governor.) This 
percentage was less than half the percentage of total female representation in state 
legislatures. Because the previous literature indicated the importance of women to family 
policies, and these statistics indicate that women are, in fact,· still underrepresented, this study 
will examine gender differences in policy-making processes. Although women have made 
moderate strides in terms of legislative leadership positions, it is clear that sexual inequality 
still exists where government representation, particularly leadership-related representation, is 
concerned. These leadership positions are important to the policy making process. By using 
legislators in state leadership positions, it is hoped that this study will provide information 
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about the key players in the policy making process. The selection of state legislative leaders 
as the unit of analysis will be discussed further in a subsequent section. 
Party affiliation and legislative priorities 
Aside from the differences in political behavior found between the two genders, a 
characteristic exists that is better known for its ability to influence voting behavior: political 
party. Although both Republicans and Democrats boast of family values, the two parties 
have very different ideas about what that means and how policies should reflect those values. 
Thus, in addition to examining gender, this research will examine party affiliation and its 
effect on what types of information are used to make family policy decisions and arrive at a 
policy agenda. 
Research indicates that bipartisan behavior has continued to decline in the United 
States (McCormick, Wittkopf, & Danna, 1997). This study on policy votes in Congress 
indicated an increase of partisan behavior during the Bush administration and the first 
Clinton term. For example, the authors cited that Bush attained 19% bipartisan support in the 
Senate and 27% in the House of Representatives, and Clinton attained 32% bipartisan 
support in the Senate and 27% in the House of Representatives. These numbers were down 
from previous presidencies. The authors cited an average level of bipartisanship at over 40% 
in the House of Representatives and 50% to 60% in the Senate during the Truman through 
Nixon administrations. Although the authors cited evidence for declining partisanship in the 
United States Congress, their analysis looked at foreign policy voting only. No other types 
of policy, specifically family policy, were included. 
However, political partisanship is presently evident in many policy areas. Before 
examining partisanship in family policy issues, let us first examine what could be considered 
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one of the better known congressional votes taking place in our country that illustrated the 
tendency of elected representatives to vote along party lines: President Clinton's 
impeachment trial of 1998. The impeachment trial was largely indicative of partisan politics 
in the United States. Because of the tremendous implications of this trial, political leaders' 
loyalties were put to the test, perhaps at this time more than any other. The trial began in the 
House of Representatives, where Clinton was impeached by a vote of228 to 205 on Article I 
(Clinton Impeachment Historical Research Center, 1998). Only five members in each of the 
two major parties crossed party lines with their votes. The majority of the House did not vote 
in favor of the perjury charge (Article II) of which President Clinton was accused. This time, 
twenty-seven Republicans crossed party lines to vote against the perjury charge; the House 
vote was 205-228. Third, the obstruction of justice charge (Article III) was approved by a 
vote of221-212. The abuse of power charge (Article N) found 81 Republicans voting 
against party lines (148 in favor, 285 against). Furthermore, the House Judiciary Committee 
demonstrated strict partisan behavior. No Democrats voted for any of the Articles of 
Impeachment. The Senate vote was primarily partisan in nature; however, 10 Republicans 
crossed party lines to join 45 Democrats to reject Article I. Only five Republicans joined the 
primarily Democratic vote of not guilty on Article II. This, what was arguably a very 
politically charged trial, provides one example of how partisan politics is the theme in United 
States government. 
The partisan nature of politics is evident in family policies. Whether the decision to 
vote along party lines is a result of ideology, pressure from the legislator's respective party, 
or an expectation of constituents, partisan voting behaviors are apparent on many family 
policy issues. One policy that affects women and families is abortion policy. This is one 
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area in which the parties are divided. Traditionally, the Democrats have favored the pro-
choice movement, while the Republicans have favored the pro-life movement. Education is 
another policy affecting families where the parties disagree. One topic of disagreement in 
the current presidential debate is that of education reform. On the whole, Republicans 
support more voucher programs, while the Democrats oppose them. Furthermore, the 
Democratic and Republican platforms have differing ideas about health care, prescription 
drug coverage, government subsidized child care, welfare, and many other issues affecting 
families. 
Research literature examining differences in voting behavior among the parties exists, 
as well. Levitt (1996) examined factors that affect senators' voting decisions, looking at the 
role of voter preferences, party affiliations, and senator ideology. Levitt focused his study on 
U.S. senators. He chose senators because senators from a given state essentially represented 
the same constituents, whereas representatives represent different blocks of constituents; by 
using senators in his study, Levitt was able to compare legislators from different parties that 
represented the same block of constituents. This allowed him to compare political parties of 
the legislators while talcing into account voter preferences. Levitt used a score developed by 
the Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) to compare the parties. The findings reported 
by Levitt suggest that party affiliation was related to voting behavior. In fact, Levitt found 
that senators representing the same constituency (i.e., from the same state), with different 
political affiliation had very different voting behaviors. 
Another study conducted to look at the effect of women in elected office, focused on 
the gender construct mentioned earlier (Dolan, 1997). Similar to the previously reported 
research, Dolan' s research reaffirmed the notion that women .are greater family policy 
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advocates. Of further interest though, Dolan found evidence that the two major political 
. parties treated family policies differently. This study, rather than looking at simply 
"reported" priorities and actions, examined roll-call votes as a way to determine whether 
women really vote in favor of women's issues more than m.en. Using information from the 
Congressional Caucus for Worn.en's Issues (CCWI), Dolan identified certain legislative 
initiatives. Voting behavior concerning thirteen specific initiatives was analyzed. These 
thirteen legislative initiatives were chosen specifically as initiatives that were representative 
of women's or family issues as opposed to policies that were related to broader policy goals. 
Exam.pies included policies affecting reproductive rights and health, family leave, 
educational gender equity, violence against worn.en, community service, children's programs, 
and worn.en in business. 
Using information from the 1993 or 1994 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, Dolan 
established an index where yes votes indicated support for worn.en's issues. One point was 
received for each vote in favor of an identified initiative. For exam.pie, a score of 13 
indicated support for all thirteen initiatives, whereas a score of six indicated support for about 
half of the worn.en's initiatives. Other independent variables included in Dolan's analysis 
included partisanship, member ideology, and constituent ideology. Party identification was 
included as a dummy variable. Dolan found that gender, Democratic identification, and 
percent district vote for President Clinton in 1992 were positively correlated with the index 
score; conversely, the Conservative Coalition support score was negatively correlated with 
the index score. In other words, ideological conservatism decreased the index score, 
meaning lower support of family policies. Dolan found that partisan identification had the 
greatest impact on the support for family policies. In her analysis, Democrats had much 
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higher index scores than did Republicans. In fact, Democrats scored on average 4.82 points 
higher than similar Republicans from districts with similar percentages of votes for Clinton 
in 1992, indicating that the Democratic party in Dolan's sample was more supportive of the 
family policy agenda identified by Dolan. Gender was reported as the next most significant 
variable in Dolan's study, with a 1.39-point impact on the index score. These results suggest 
that party affiliation was more influential than gender on family policy support. 
Congresswomen in both parties supported women's issues more than their male co-partisans. 
However, Dolan found that although women were more supportive of women's issues than 
their male co-partisans, Republican women were less supportive of women's issues than 
were Democratic men. These findings bring into question the effect of partisan affiliation, as 
well as its interaction with gender on family policies. Therefore, this study will examine 
main effects of party affiliation and gender, in addition to gender-party interaction effects. 
Clearly, the literature indicates that differences exist between the genders and the 
parties. Another study examined both of these characteristics (Paddock & Paddock, 1997). 
The authors examined gender differences in partisan style and ideology among state political 
party committee members. Partisan style was defined as, "the extent to which an individual 
is motivated by either the pragmatic desire to compromise, win elections, and support the 
party organization, or the programmatic desire to advance a cause or an ideology" (p. 42). 
The second construct, ideological differences, addressed how the genders were aligned on the 
major policy questions addressed by their respective parties. Interestingly, the authors found 
only slight differences in partisan style between the genders. Democratic women were found 
to be more purist (i.e., more programmatic) in nature than Democratic men. No differences 
were found between the genders in the Republican party. Although the study found what 
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· previous literature has indicated, that women were slightly more liberal than men, the 
differences in partisan style were found to be minimal. In other words, the genders had 
similar loyalties to their respective parties' policy positions. 
These findings are relevant to this study for several reasons. Paddock and Paddock 
recognized the potential differences between the genders and parties. Their findings, 
however, indicate minimal differences among the genders and parties in partisan style and 
ideology. This statement should not be misunderstood as an assumption that the parties have 
the same ideology, but instead that they are equally loyal to their very different ideologies. 
Their analysis rests on the assumption that differences do, in fact, exist between the parties. 
Although no major differences were found among partisan style, this finding indicates there 
were identifiable partisan differences between the parties. Their study relies on the idea that 
major differences do exist between the parties. Evidence for differences in partisan styles 
between the two parties was assessed by measuring ideological differences as reported by the 
genders, with the expectation that the genders within their respective parties would respond 
similarly, but responses would differ among the two parties. 
Examples of the issues used to assess ideological differences include the following: 
abortion, homosexuals in the military, national government-sponsored health insurance, 
governmental protection of the environment, affirmative action in employment and 
education, government aid to the poor, government aid to the elderly, the death penalty, taxes 
and the budget deficit, military size, and state right-to-work laws. The assumption by the 
authors is that the parties' alignment on these issues is very different; however, the genders 
within the parties have similar commitments to these ideologies. These findings are also 
relevant to this study. Based on research literature and common knowledge that major 
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differences between the parties exist, this study will look at differences between the genders 
and the parties. Additionally, Paddock and Paddock's findings that the genders had similar 
loyalties to their respective parties will serve as a basis for assumptions made in this study. 
Because this study will examine differences between the parties, the assumptions of this 
study include the following: 1) major differences exist between the two parties' policy 
making behaviors, 2) commitment to party ideology is similar for men and women, and 3) 
commitment to party ideology is similar for Republicans and Democrats. 
State Legislative Leaders 
As discussed earlier, the population of state legislators offers a more diverse pool of 
participants than does Congress. Within the pool of state legislators, key players in the 
political process can be identified. State legislative leaders have been, recognized as, "the 
essential ingredient in the success of a legislator," by the National Conference of State 
Legislatures, an established organization providing services to state legislatures (NCSL, 
2000). 
The importance of state legislative leaders to the policy making process was 
illustrated in a study conducted by Thomas Little (1994). Little analyzed political members' 
expectations of their leaders. Little found that the role oflegislative leaders is perceived by 
state legislators as diverse, influential, and powerful. He conducted personal interviews with 
senators in Maryland, North Carolina, and Ohio, which included a representative sample in 
terms of party affiliation and other categories relevant to his study. Legislators evaluated 
several areas in which legislative leaders serve. Little reported that five of every six senators 
desired their legislative leaders to serve in an administrative capacity. This included 
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responsibilities such as determining the jurisdiction of committees and making committee 
assignments. Both of these activities ultimately can result in the formation or rejection of 
policies. Four out of five senators expressed a desire that their legislative leaders serve as 
coalition builders. Furthermore, about 75% ofrespondents reported that they turned to the 
legislative leaders for policy guidance and information about the "political, procedural, and 
substantive ramifications of particular actions" (p. 739). Legislative leaders are often the 
most vocal,.or at least the most visible, of party members at the state level, thus leading the 
party platform of many states. Thus, the importance of state legislative leaders and their 
perceptions should not be underestimated. 
Summary of Literature 
A preponderance of literature suggests that femaleJegislators make more policies 
than male legislators to support families (Center for the American Woman and Politics, 1998; 
Dodson, 1997; Dolan, 1997; Hyland Byrne, 1997; Thomas, 1991). The literature also 
indicates partisan differences in legislative behavior (Clinton Impeachment Historical 
Research Center, 1998; Dolan, 1997; Levitt, 1996; McCormick, Wittkopf, & Danna, 1997; 
Paddock & Paddock, 1997). Some literature even reports that female legislators value their 
constituents' input more than do male legislators (Center for the American Woman and 
Politics, 1998). While these findings are tentative, questions arise: How/why do these 
differences occur? Do the genders and parties use different sources of information to make 
legislative decisions? Previously, differences in legislative decisions have been suggested to 
be an effect of experience. In other words, the traditional role of females makes them more 
prone to prioritize family policy issues. However, Hyland Byrne's (1997) Canadian research 
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suggested that men and women may actually be using different types of information, rather 
than only relying on differing experiences (1997). In her study, women reported that 
explanatory debates were often ignored. She reported that, in fact, the men were responsible 
for the more theatrical or emotive decision making that happened on the legislative floor. 
More information is needed to determine what source of information legislators tum to when 
making family policy decisions. Further research examines the effect of party affiliation on 
policy agendas. Dolan suggested that gender and party affiliation were influential in these 
family policy decisions, as well. Thus, party affiliation, in addition to gender, will serve as 
an important variable to study. 
Family policy experts question how the absence of effective family policy should be 
addressed. Others grapple with a way to encourage fairer representation in legislatures. 
Although these two areas may seem minimally related, the literature indicates otherwise. 
There are no easy solutions to these complex problems, yet family policy experts know that 
the needs of families must be addressed by policies that are sensitive and supportive to these 
changing needs. Family policy efforts have not been entirely unsuccessful. The literature 
indicates that one group of political activists in the United States has served as a positive 
voice for children and families: women politicians (Center for the American Woman and 
Politics, 1998; Dodson, 1997; Hyland Byrne, 1997; Thomas, 1991). For many family 
advocates, this may be reason enough to encourage better support for women in office. Over 
the past several years, there has been an increase in the number of women elected to political 
office. Various studies examining the effect of women in political office have revealed that 
these women are bringing with them a priority in the form of family policy. Because of the 
link between women legislators and family policy initiatives, information about·women 
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legislators may help to better explicate the unique political characteristics that family policy 
advocates posses. Similarly, differences between the political parties are cause for 
examination of differences in political processes among these groups as well. 
Statement of Purpose 
This study is aimed at evaluating differences between how male, female, Democratic, 
and Republican politicians make policy decisions. If information about differences in policy 
processes is learned, family advocates can use this information to approach legislators in the 
most persuasive manner. For example, how do policy makers arrive at decisions? More 
specifically, what information do legislators use to arrive at policy decisions? Ifwe 
understand how legislators use information provided them in the way they make family 
policy decisions, researchers and advocates can help to serve those needs in a way that will 
ensure they come into contact with important family policy information, whether through 
grassroots constituency movements or legislative advocacy groups. If differences in political 
processes can one day be linked to political outcomes, such information will allow advocates 
to better support family policy agendas by approaching legislative leaders in the most 
effective manner. For the meantime, it is hoped that this examination of political processes 
and the information already presented in the review of the literature will inform readers about 
the following: 1) the benefits women and other minority groups can bring to the legislature, 
and 2) the importance of family policies. Furthermore, this study is not designed to suggest 
any one policy style, political party, or gender is a better advocate for family policies than 
another. No doubt, work toward a national family policy is not and should not be the 
responsibility of one group alone. For a comprehensive, successful family policy to be 
28 
implemented in the United States, it will take the work of all legislators and advocates 
working together. 
Research Propositions and Rationale 
Based on the review of literature, it is thought that gender and party affiliation will affect· 
the reported usefulness of sources of information in developing an issue agenda. Also, it is 
thought that gender and party will affect the reported importance of sources of information in 
the development of family policies. 
The Center for the American Woman and Politics (1998) found that women 
considered constituents very helpful in working on their top priority bills. These findings 
relate to legislative staff as well. It is thought that the duties of a legislative staff person 
include contact with many constituents. In other words, by nature of their position, it is 
thought that legislative staff are likely to come in contact with constituents. Therefore, it is 
thought that female legislators will value legislative staff more so than men. Additionally, 
legislative staff may provide another form of support for women legislators, a component 
important to their success (Thomas, 1991). These findings also suggest that women, more 
than men, will report information from legislative staff as more useful to the development of 
family policies than do men. 
The review of the literature suggests that genders will use information from political 
parties similarly, as will Democrats and Republicans. Levitt's findings (1996) suggested that 
party affiliation was related to voting behavior. Furthermore, Paddock and Paddock (1997) 
found no differences between genders' loyalties to their parties. Similarly, they found 
similar commitment to party ideology by the two major parties. 
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Concerning the legislative caucus, Thomas (1991) found evidence that the support of 
women in the legislature via legislative caucus was associated with a high rate of success for 
family policies. It is thought that legislative support, particularly that of a legislative caucus, 
will be more valuable to women than men. 
The research indicated that women, on average, were more liberal than men (Center 
for the American Woman and Politics, 1998; _Paddock & Paddock, 1997). Although 
information from think tanks and universities is many times intended to be non-biased, public 
perception often labels fmdings from such institutions as" liberally biased". Perhaps the 
common belief that the more education one obtains, the more liberal he/she becomes, feeds 
this perception. Nonetheless, many universities and think tanks are viewed as having a in.ore 
liberal slant than the public at large. Because women have been identified as the more liberal 
of the two genders, and Democrats tend to be more "liberal" than Republicans, it is thought 
that women and Democrats will value information from "think tanks" and universities more 
than men and Republicans. Conversely, men and Republicans will value information from 
industry representatives more than women and Democrats. Because it is thought that the 
latter groups value more "liberal" information from think tanks and universities, it is thought 
that the former groups will value information from industries, a group that is often viewed by 
the public as having ties with conservative groups. 
Because the development of family policy and the effect of gender was the primary 
interest associated with the development of this thesis, each of the sources included in the 
survey was included in the analyses. Review of the literature found no difference in the way 
men and women reported the use of national meetings or national organization publications. 
Therefore, although the hypotheses will test state that differences do exist, it is thought that 
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no statistically significant differences between the way the groups rate these sources will be 
found. The hypotheses will state that differences do exist, however, in order to appropriately 
test the hypotheses. Overall, differences are expected among the genders and parties in the 
way they report the usefulness of most items. The research indicates, however, that some 
similarities will exist as well. Throughout the analysis, main effects of gender and party will 
be examined, as well as any interaction effects that may exist. 
Differences between the way women and men reported the usefulness of leaders is 
expected. Thomas (1991) suggested that legislative support was important to women in the 
legislature. Hyland Byrne (1997) reported a "male culture" where women were still treated 
unequally and inferior. These findings suggest that women will value support, and possibly 
information, from other leaders. In particular, it is thought that women value information 
from other women leaders in the development of family policies. However, the question 
included on this survey only asks legislative leaders to rate the importance of other leaders 
(non-gender specific). 
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CHAPTER3 
DATA AND METHODS 
Data for this project were obtained from the State Legislative Leaders Foundation 
(SLLF). SLLF, founded in 1972, is a select, non-profit, non-partisan leadership organization 
comprised of350 women and men who lead state legislatures. The organization works to 
serve as an impartial source of information on contemporary public policy and leadership 
issues. Thomas Little, Ph.D., conducted the 1999 annual SLLF survey. The information 
below describes the data and the variables used in this study, detailing both independent and 
dependent variables used for analyses. 
Participants 
SLLF distributed "A Survey of State Legislative Leaders" to state legislative leaders 
in every ~tate. SLLF represents all senate presidents, house speakers, majority leaders, 
minority leaders and president pro tempores in America. Twelve former legislative leaders 
and 338 current leaders are members of SLLF. The twelve former leaders serve on the SLLF 
board of directors. Thus, potential participants include all 338 active members of SLLF. Of 
the 388 legislative leaders, there are 302 males and 36 females. There are 157 Republicans, 
179 Democrats, and 2 nonpartisan members. Members are grouped as Republican or 
Democrat and male or female. Beca,use the number of nonpartisan leaders is small, and the 
members cannot be appropriately grouped into the two major partisan categories identified in 
the literature, the responses of these members will not be included in the analyses. 
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Instrument 
The survey includes questions in four areas. The first two sections of the survey are 
designed to look at the initial leadership positions of the leaders and future career movement. 
These sections ask respondents to identify how they sought and won positions. This portion 
of the survey is used by SLLF to better understand the motivations and objectives of new 
leaders. 
As a legislative support system for state legislative leaders, it is important for SLLF 
to better understand new leaders in order to support them. The third section contains 
questions about legislative support. In addition to looking at legislative supports, the third 
section of the survey focuses on the influence of national legislative support organizations on 
policy-making processes. It asks questions about the usefulness of sources in developing 
new policy ideas in areas like welfare, education, or health care. For the purposes of this 
analysis, these types of policies are considered to be family policies. The second set of 
questions used to analyze the development of policy ideas is focused on how important 
sources ofinformation are to setting the issue agenda. The different sources are measured as 
more important, less important, or equal in importance to national organizations. Thus, an 
index score will be calculated to determine the importance of national organizations as 
reported by the legislators. The index score will serve as a covariate in the multivariate 
analysis performed on the data pertaining to the second set of questions. 
Because SLLF is an organization that provides support to legislators, the study is 
designed partially to examine the performance of national legislative support organizations. 
However, this study will focus on how these sources of information are used to set a policy 
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agenda. The two questions mentioned above are used to measure how important the sources 
of information are to legislative leader~ in the policy-making process. 
The fourth section of the survey includes questions concerning the distribution of 
power and influence around state legislatures. 
The focus of this study is twofold: 1) the effects of gender and party affiliation on 
the perceived usefulness of sources in developing new family policy, and 2) the effect of 
gender and party affiliation on sources of information used to set policy agendas. Thus, only 
the third section of the survey will be used for analysis. 
Procedure 
The survey was mailed to state legislative leaders of each state in mid-June 1999. 
Follow-up postcards were mailed in late June,.and additional survey copies were mailed to 
the leaders in July. Surveys used in this research were returned by late August 1999. 
Directions written on the survey explained to the participants that the survey is designed to 
help SLLF understand how legislative leaders do their jobs and how regional and national 
organizations can better assist the leaders with their jobs. The third section of questions, 
which are used in this research, measure the influence of national legislative support 
organizations. The preface to this section explains that one purpose of SLLF is to help 
leaders fulfill their responsibilities, and the questions that follow are intended to determine if 
the meetings and publications of SLLF and other groups assist the leaders with their 
leadership duties. The fourth section of questions has a similar preface that explains its 
purpose, to examine the distribution of power and influence in and around state legislatures. 
It explains that changes have occurred in the American political landscape such as term 
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limits, an invasive media, negative and expensive campaigns, and a skeptical public. 
Because of these changes, leaders' opinions on the nature of influence and power in the states 
are requested in the fourth and final section. The appendix provides a copy of the survey 
with the questions numbered as.they are discussed in this paper. 
Independent variables 
Independent variables are gender and party affiliation. Gender is grouped into male 
and female categories and party affiliation into Republican and Democrat. An index score (a 
mean score) was computed from ratings given by the respondents assessing the usefulness of 
five different national organizations. Questions concerning the reported usefulness of 
national legislative support organizations are used to compute the index score. Members are 
asked to rank the following supports on a Likert-type range where O= not applicable, 1 = not 
useful, 2 = not very useful, 3= somewhat useful, and 4 = very useful: (9A) State Legislative 
Leaders Foundation, (9B) National Conference of State Legislatures, (9C) Council of State 
Governments, (9D) American Legislative Exchange Council, (9E) State Government Affairs 
Council, and (9F) other organizations. It is necessary to evaluate how useful the respondents 
perceive these national organizations because of the manner in which question twelve is 
asked. It asks how important information sources are in comparison to national 
organizations. Thus, knowing how useful the national organizations are in the form of an 
index score will allow using this score as a covariate. 
The names of respondents were included on surveys. Through the use of the names 
of respondents (included on the surveys), party affiliation and gender of the respondents was 
established using The Handbook of State Legislative Leaders (State Legislative Leaders 
Foundation, 1998). 
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The survey was returned by 168 of the 338 leaders to whom it was mailed, for a 
response rate of 49.7%. The chamber and position representation of the respondents is 
reflective of all state legislative leaders. The response rates by chamber and position are . 
reported in Table 3.1. Unicameral members were not included in the analysis (two of two 
potential Unicameral members responded). Response rates are reported in Table 3.2, 
indicating the gender and party affiliation of respondents. 
Table 3.1 Response Rates by Chamber and Position 
Responded to Survey 
Position Percentage Number Potential 
Respondents 
Lieutenant Governors/Presidents 35.5% 11 31 
Presidents Pro Tempore 47.4% 18 38 
Presidents 45.6% 41 90 
Majority/Minority Floor Leaders 55.1% 49 89 
Speakers 52.9% 27 51 
Speakers Pro Tempore 53.8% 21 39 
Chamber 
Senators 47.8% 76 159 
House Representatives 50.3% 89 177 
Unicameral Members 100% 2 2 
Dependent variables 
Dependent variables include ratings on the importance of sources of information, 
identified differently on two questions. The question regarding the formation of an issue 
agenda includes the following variables to evaluate sources of information: (12B) staff in 
your state, (12C) political parties, (12F) legislative caucus, (12H) constituents, (121) 
universities and "think tanks". Participants were asked to rank these sources. Questions 12A 
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Table 3.2 Response Rates by Party and Gender 
Responded to Survey 
Percentage Number 
Republican Male 45.83% 66 
Female 53.85% 7 
Total 46.5% 73 
Democrat Male 53.2% 83 
Female 39.13% 9 
Total 51.4% 92 
Potential 
Respondents 
144 
13 
157 
156 
23 
179 
(governor), 12D (campaign agenda), 12E (public opinion), and 12G (organized groups) were 
not _included in the research propositions because no information was found in the literature 
that would suggest this construct as relevant to this study. However, statistics for these 
sources will be reported in the following tables. The rankings were coded as follows: 1 = less 
important, 2 = equal in importance, 3 more important, and O = don't know (i.e., missing 
data). The question regarding the formation of family policies includes the following 
variables to evaluate sources of information: (8A) national meetings, (8B) national 
organization publications, (8C) other leaders, (8D) industry representatives, and (8E) 
information from your legislative staff. The rankings were coded as follows: 0 = not 
applicable (i.e., missing data), 1 = not useful, 2 = not very useful, 3 = somewhat useful, and 4 
= very useful. 
Research Hypotheses 
1. Gender and party affiliation will affect the reported usefulness of sources of 
information in developing an issue agenda. 
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a. Women, more than men, will report information from legislative staff as 
important to the development of an issue agenda, in comparison to national 
organizations. 
b. Women, more than men, will report that information from political parties is 
important to the development of an issue agenda, in comparison to national 
organizations. 
c. Democrats, more than Republicans, will report that information from political 
parties is important to the development of an issue agenda, in comparison to 
national organizations. 
d. Women, more than men, will report information from a legislative caucus as 
important to the development of an issue agenda, in comparison to national 
organizations. 
e. Women; more than men, will report information from constituents as 
important to the development of an issue agenda, in comparison to national 
organizations. 
f. Women, more than men, will report information from "think tanks" and 
universities as important to the development of an issue agenda, in 
comparison to national organizations. 
g. Democrats, more than Republicans, will report information from "think tanks" 
and universities as important to the development of an issue agenda, in 
comparison to national organizations. 
2. Gender and party will affect the reported importance of sources of information in the 
development of family policies. 
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a. Men, more than women, will report that information from national meetings is 
important to the development of family policies. 
b. Men, more than women, will report that information from national 
organization publications is important to the development of family policies. 
c. Women, more than men, will report that information from other leaders is 
important to the development of family policies. 
d. Men,-more than women, will report that information from industry 
representatives is important to the development of family policies. 
e. Republicans, more than Democrats will report that information from industry 
representatives is important to the development of family policies. 
f. Women, more than men, will report that information from legislative staff is 
important to the development of family policies. 
Statistical analyses . 
Both questions will be examined using a multivariate analysis (general linear model) 
to test the main effect of gender, main effect of party, and the party-by-gender interaction 
effect. The analysis of question twelve ( concerning the usefulness of sources in comparison 
to national organizations in the development of an issue agenda) will use the index score, 
which represents the usefulness of national organizations, as a covariate. T-tests will also be 
used to compare means between men and women, as well as between Republicans and 
Democrats. 
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CHAPTER4 
RESULTS 
Table 4.1 reports the means of how useful different sources of information were 
reported to be in the development of an issue agenda ( question 12). Means are reported for 
Republicans and Democrats. 
Table 4.1 T-Test Comparing How Parties Rate Usefulness of Various Sources in the 
Development of an Issue Agenda 
95% Confidence 
Group Interval of the 
Statistics Difference 
Party of Std. 
Source Respondent N Mean Deviation F Sig. t Lower Upper 
Governor Republican 66 1.5455 0.7056 3.353 0.069 1.334 -0.0689 0.3552 
Democrat 87 1.4023 0.6187 
Staff Republican 70 1.5429 0.6954 9.009 0.003* 2.109 0.0135 0.4134 
Democrat 85 1.3294 0.5646 
Parties Republican 71 1.7042 0.6844 5.366 0.022* -0.217 -0.2637 0.2115 
Democrat 89 1.7303 0.8085 
Campaign 
Issues Republican 66 1.5758 0.7658 0.712 0.4 0.675 -0.1569 0.3197 
Democrat 89 1.4944 0.7249 
Public 
Opinion Republican 71 1.4507 0.6500 0.936 0.335 0.193 -0.1745 0.2123 
Democrat 88 1.4318 0.5832 
Caucus Republican 71 1.3521 0.5631 1.839 0.177 -0.790 -0.2619 0.1122 
Democrat 89 1.4270 0.6195 
Interest 
Groups Republican 70 1.5143 0.6311 0.0300 0.862 -0.078 -0.2082 0.1923 
Democrat 90 1.5222 0.6400 
Constituents Republican 71 1.2676 0.5059 2.1430 0.145 -0.654 -0.2341 0.1176 
Democrat 89 1.3258 0.5988 
Think Tanks Republican 69 1.8261 0.7062 0.4610 0.498 -0.714 -0.3047 0.1429 
Democrat 86 1.9070 0.6967 
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Note the statistically significant differences that exist between the way Republicans and 
Democrats report the usefulness of staff and (political) parties (a.= .05). 
Table 4.2 reports the means of how useful different sources of information were 
reported to be in the development of an issue agenda ( question 12). In this table, means are 
reported for men and women. Statistically significant differences were found in the way men 
and women report the usefulness of staff and interest groups. 
Mean scores for male Republicans, male Democrats, female Republicans, and female 
Democrats are reported in Table 4.3. Male Republicans, male Democrats, a,nd female 
Table 4.2 T-Test Comparing How Genders Rate Usefulness of Various Sources in the 
Development of an Issue Agenda 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Group Statistics Difference 
Std. 
Gender N Mean Deviation F Sig. T Lower Upper 
Governor Female 15 1.4000 0.5071 2.129 0.147 -0.432 -0.4378 0.2807 
Male 140 1.4786 0.6835 
Staff Female 14 1.2143 0.4258 7.808 0.006* -1.320 -0.5823 0.1158 
Male 143 1.4476 0.6465 
Parties Female 15 1.6000 0.6325 1.609 0.206 -0.717 -0.5570 0.2604 
Male 147 1.7483 0.7750 
Campaign Issues Female 15 1.5333 0.7432 0.069 0.793 -0.044 -0.4107 0.3928 
Male 142 1.5423 0.7497 
Public Opinion Female 15 1.4000 0.5071 1.263 0.263 -0.308 -0.3858 0.2817 
Male 146 1.4521 0.6334 
Caucus Female 15 1.3333 0.4880. 1.525 0.219 -0.471 -0.4029 0.2477 
Male 146 1.4110 0.6178 
Interest Groups Female 15 1.2667 0.4577 7.573 0.007* -1.627 -0.6145 0.0594 
Male 147 1.5442 0.6435 
Constituents Female 15 1.2000 0.4140 2.909 0.090 -0.772 -0.4260 0.1865 
Male 147 1.3197 0.5850 
Universities Female 15 1.6000 0.6325 0.036 0.849 -1.629 -0.6825 0.0656 
and Think Tanks Male 142 1.9085 0.7036 
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Republicans rated universities and "think tanks" more importantly than any of the other 
sources (female Republicans reported the same mean for political parties as for universities 
and think tanks). Female Democrats rated campaign issues as the most important source. 
Female Republicans rated political parties as importantly as they rated think tanks (i.e., think 
tanks and universities). Overall, think tanks received the highest mean score (µ = 1.88). 
Constituents were rated the lowest (µ = 1.3). 
Table 4.3. Means for Usefulness of Information in the Formation of an Issue Agenda, by 
Gender and Party 
Descriptive Statistics 
Male Male 
Republicans Democrats Female Female Democrats 
Source (N= 54) (N=68) Republicans (N=6) (N=8) 
Governor 1.5472 1.4118 1.5000 1.3750 
Staff 1.6226 1.3676 1.1667 1.2500 
Parties 1.6792 1.7794 1.6667 1.6250 
Campaign Issues 1.5472 1.4853 1.3333 1.7500 
Public Opinion 1.5094 1.4559 1.1667 1.6250 
Caucus 1.3962 1.4118 1.0000 1.6250 
Interest Groups 1.6038 1.5147 1.0000 1.5000 
Constituents 1.2830 1.3382 1.0000 1.3750 
Think Tanks 1.8491 1.9559 1.6667 1.6250 
and Universities 
The results of the analysis of covariance for the main effects of gender and party, 
gender/party interaction, and index are reported in Table 4.4 (df= 1, 130). Only the caucus 
score was significant for party at the a= .05 level. 
None of the hypotheses in the first set were supported. However, legislative caucus 
was statistically significant for political parties. It was hypothesized that differences would 
exist between the genders, but not the parties. As discussed earlier, it was suspected that 
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Table 4.4 Analysis of Covariance Results for the Main Effects of Gender and Party, 
Gender/Partylnteraction, and Index on the Usefulness oflnformation in Developing an Issue 
Agenda 
Tests of Between-Subjects 
Effects 
Type III 
Dependent Sum of Observed 
Source Variable Squares F Sig. Eta Squared Power 
Corrected Governor 1.833a 1.068 0.375 0.032 0.329 
Model Staff 4.896b 3.149 0.017* 0.088 0.808 
Parties 1.447c 0.623 0.647 0.019 0.200 
Campaign Issues 5.04d 2.385 0.055 0.068 0.675 
Public Opinion 4.588e 3.038 0.020* 0.085 · 0.792 
Caucus 2.186f 1.537 0.195 0.045 0.465 
Interest Groups 3.485g 2.171 0.076 0.063 0.627 
Constituents 1.060h 0.792 0.532 0.024 · 0.248 
Think Tanks l.679i 0.822 0.514 0.025 0.257 
INDEX Governor 1.211 2.823 0.095 0.021 0.385 
Staff 2.054 5.284 0.023* 0.039 0.626 
Parties 1.034 1.783 0.184 0.014 0.263 
Campaign Issues 4.287 8.116 0.005* 0.059 0.807 
Public Opinion 3.750 9.933 0.002* 0.071 0.879 
Caucus 0.811 2.280 0.133 0.017 0.323 
Interest Groups 1.490 3.713 0.056 0.028 0.481 
Constituents 0.362 1.082 0.300 0.008 0.178 
Think Tanks 0.444 0.869 0.353 0.007 0.152 
GENDER Governor 0.003 0.008 0.930 0.000 0.051 
Staff 0.787 2.024 0.157 0.015 0.292 
Party 0.044 0.076 0.783 . 0.001 0.059 
Campaign Issues 0.065 0.124 0.725 0.001 0.064 
Public Opinion 0.022 0.058 0.811 <0.001 0.057 
Caucus 0.061 0.172 0.679 0.001 0.07 
Interest Groups 0.965 2.405 0.123 0.018 0.337 
Constituents 0.146 0.436 0.510 0.003 0.100 
Think Tanks 0.711 1.392 0.240 0.011 0.216 
PARTY Governor 0.116 0.271 0.604 0.002 0.081 
Staff 0.023 0.059. 0.808 0.000 0.057 
Parties 0.043 0.074 0.786 0.001 0.058 
Campaign Issues 0.692 1.311 0.254 0.010 0.206 
Public Opinion 0.82 2.172 0.143 0.016 0.310 
Caucus 1.464 4.118 0.044* 0.031 0.522 
Interest Groups 0.71 1.768 0.186 0.013 0.262 
Constituents 0.66 1.973 0.163 0.015 0.286 
Think Tanks 0.032 0.065 0.799 0.001 0.057 
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Table 4.4 ( continued) 
GENDER Governor 0.001 0.002 0.965 0.000 
*PARTY Staff 0.369 0.949 0.332 0.007 
Parties 0.057 0.098 0.754 0.001 
Campaign Issues 0.739 1.398 0.239 0.011 
Public Opinion 0.840 2.226 0.138 0.017 
Caucus 1.161 3.266 0.073 0.025 
Interest Groups 1.092 2.72 0.101 0.020 
Constituents 0.321 0.960 0.329 0.007 
Think Tanks 0.064 0.126 0.723 0.001 
Error Governor 55.767 
Staff 50.541 
Parties 75.413 
Campaign Issues 68.664 
Public Opinion 49.072 
Caucus 46.214 
Interest Groups 52.174 
Constituents 43.488 
Think Tanks 66.424 
a. R Squared= .032 (Adjusted R Squared= .002) 
b. R Squared= .088 (Adjusted R Squared= .060) 
c. R Squared= .019 (Adjusted R Squared= -.011) 
d. R Squared = .068 (Adjusted R Squared = .040) 
e. R Squared= .085 (Adjusted R Squared= .057) 
f .. R Squared= .045 (Adjusted R Squared= .016) 
g. R Squared= .063 (Adjusted R Squared= .034) 
h. R Squared= .024 (Adjusted R Squared= -.006) 
1. R Squared= .025 (Adjusted R Squared= -.005) 
some of the hypotheses would not be supported. The rationale at the end of Chapter 2 
discussed these specific hypotheses. 
0.050 
0.162 
0.061 
0.217 
0.316 
0.434 
0.374 
0.163 
0.064 
Although party was reported as statistically significant and gender was not, the 
difference between the reported means of the two parties was only .03 points greater than the 
reported differences between the two genders. This, a result of a low number of women 
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participants, will be discussed in the next section. The gender by party interaction was not 
statistically significant at the a= .05 level (a= .073). 
The overall means for each of the constructs is as follows: national organizations, 
1.45; political parties, 1.73; legislative caucus, 1.4; constituents, 1.3; "think tanks" and 
universities, 1.88. The results of the univariate tests on gender and party follow in Tables 4.5 
and 4.6 respectively (df 1, 130; a= .05). 
Table 4.5 Univariate Tests for Gender 
Dependent Variable 
Staff 
Parties 
Campaign Issues 
Public Opinion 
Caucus 
Interest Groups 
Constituents 
Think Tanks 
F 
2.024 
0.076 
0.124 
0.058 
0.172 
2.405 
0.436 
1.392 
Sig. 
0.157 
0.783 
0.725 
0.811 
0.679 
0.123 
0.510 
0.240 
Eta Squared 
0.015 
0.001 
0.001 
<0.001 
0.001 
0.018 
0.003 
0.011 
Observed Power 
0.292 
0.059 
0.064 
0.057 
0.070 
0.337 
0.100 
0.216 
The F tests the effect of GENDER. This test is based on the linearly . 
independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means. 
Table 4.6 Univariate Tests for Party of Respondent 
Dependent Variable F Sig. Eta Squared Observed Power 
Staff 0.059 0.808 <0.001 0.057 
Parties 0.074 0.786 0.001 0.058 
Campaign Issues 1.311 0.254 0.010 0.206 
Public Opinion 2.172 0.143 0.016 0.310 
Caucus 4.118 0.044 0.031 0.522 
Interest Groups 1.768 0.186 0.013 0.262 
Constituents 1.973 0.163 0.015 0.286 
Think Tanks 0.065 0.799 0.001 0.057 
The F tests the effect of Party of Respondent. This test is based on the 
linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal 
means. 
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Table 4.7 reports the means of how useful different sources of information were 
reported to be in the development of family policies ( question 8). Means are reported for 
Republicans and Democrats. None of the constructs were statistically significant at the a= 
.05 level. 
Table 4.7 T-Test comparing how parties rate usefulness of various sources to the development of 
family policies 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Group Statistics Difference 
Party of Std. 
Respondent N Mean Deviation F Sig. t Lower Upper 
National 
Meetings Republican 68 3.2794 0.6192 0.1340 0.7150 1.476 -0.0553 0.3815 
Democrat 86 3.1163 0.7263 
National 
Organization 
Publications Republican 68 2.9265 0.6762 0.1380 0.7110 0.524 -0.1508 0.2595 
Democrat 86 2.8721 0.6097 
Other Leaders Republican 68 3.5441 0.5842 0.1260 0.7230 -0.151 -0.1980 0.1700 
Democrat 86 3.5581 0.5658 
Industry 
Representatives Republican 68 3.2353 0.6492 0.0020 0.9630 1.058 -0.1033 0.3413 
Democrat 86 3.1163 0.7263 
Legislative StaffRepublican 68 3.3088 0.6966 0.1200 0.7300 -1.654 -0.3940 0.0349 
Democrat 86 3.4884 0.6462 
Table 4.8 reports the means of how useful different sources of information were 
reported to be in the development of family policies ( question 8). Means are reported for 
females and males. Again, none of the constructs were statistically significant at the a= .05 
level. 
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Table 4.8 T-Test comparing how genders rate usefulness of various sources to the 
development of family policies 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Group Statistics Difference 
Std. 
Gender N Mean Deviation F Sig. t Lower Upper 
National Meetings Female 14 3.3571 0.7449 1.057 0.305 0.845 -0.2157 0.5381 
Male 148 3.1959 0.6767 
National Org. Female 16 2.9375 0.6801 0.272 0.603 0.231 -0.2884 0.3648 
Publications Male 149 2.8993 0.6233 
Other Leaders Female 16 3.6250 0.5000 1.843 0.176 0.688 -0.1962 0.4062 
Male 150 3.5200 0.5876 
Industry Female 16 3.3125 0.4787 0.620 0.432 0.967 -0.1877 0.5478 
Representatives Male 151 3.1325 0.7273 
Legislative Staff Female 15 3.5333 0.6399 0.159 0.691 0.721 -0.2297 0.4937 
Male 147 3.4014 0.6790 
Table 4.9 reports the means indicating the importance of sources of information in the 
development of family policies by gender and party. Note the means reported for the 
legislative staff variable .. Male Republicans rated national meetings, national organization 
publications, other leaders, and industry representatives, on average, as more important than 
did male Democrats. Legislative staff were the only source that male Democrats rated as 
more important than did male Republicans. 
Male Republicans rated three sources higher than female Republicans; the females 
ranked legislative staff and other leaders as more important. Female Democrats reported 
every source more importantly than did the female Republicans. Finally, female Democrats 
rated every source more importantly than did the male Democrats. On average, female 
Democrats rated the sources at 3.525, a mean score higher than any of the other groups. 
Female Republicans rated the sources a mean score of3.12, the lowest average of the groups. 
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Table 4.9 Means for Importance of Source in Developing Family 
Policies, by Gender and Party 
Descriptive Statistics 
National Meetings 
National Organization Publications 
Other Leaders 
Industry Representatives 
Legislative Staff 
Male 
Republicans 
(n=63) 
3.2857 
2.9683 
3.5397 
3.2381 
3.3175 
Male 
Democrats 
(n=78) 
3.0897 
2.8333 
3.5256 
3.0769 
3.4744 
Female Female 
Republicans Democrats 
(n=5) (n=8) 
3.200 3.375 
2.400 3.250 
3.600 3.875 
3.200 3.500 
3.200 3.625 
Table 4.10 reports the results for main effects and interaction effects for the analysis 
on what sources of information are useful to forming family policies (multivariate analysis). 
The main effect of party was significant for national organization publications, and there was 
an interaction of gender and party on national organization publications ( df 1, 162). national 
meetings 3.09. However, there was no hypothesis concerning national organization 
publications and party affiliation. Therefore, none of the hypotheses in the second set of 
hypotheses were supported. Again, it was expected that no statistically significant 
differences would be found for some constructs. In other words, despite the wording of the 
hypotheses, it was suspected that no differences would exist for some of the constructs. The 
specific hypotheses addressing these constructs were discussed in the rationale, at the end of 
Chapter 2. 
Overall mean ratings given each construct concerning its usefulness in the 
development of family policies are as follows: national meetings, 3.09; national organization 
publications, 2.91; other leaders, 3.55; industry representatives, 3.17; legislative staff, 3.4. 
Note that other leaders were rated as the most important source in the development of family 
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Table 4.10 Analysis Results for the Main Effects of Gender, Party, and Gender/Party 
Interaction on the Usefulness of Sources in Helping to Develop Family Policies 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of F Sig. Eta Squared Observe 
Squares dPower 
Corrected National Meetings 1.635a 1.169 0.323 0.023 0.310 
Model 
National Organization 2.868b 2.411 0.069 0.046 0.593 
Publications 
Other Leaders 0.910c 0.925 0.430 0.018 0.250 
Industry 1.843a 1.284 0.282 0.025 0.338 
Representatives 
Legislative Staff 1.453e 1.072 0.363 · 0.021 0.286 
GENDER National Meetings 0.113 0.242 0.624 0.002 0.078 
National Organization 0.065 0.164 0.686 0.001 0.069 
Publications 
Other Leaders 0.475 01.45 0.231 0.010 0.223 
Industry 0.419 0.876 0.351 0.006 0.153 
Representatives 
Legislative Staff 0.031 0.007 0.934 <0.001 0.051 
PARTY National Meetings 0.012 0.003 0.959 <0.001 0.50 
National Organization 1.446 3.646 0.058* 0.024 0.475 
Publications 
Other Leaders 0.193 0.587 0.445 0.004 0.119 
Industry . 0.054 0.114 0.736 0.001 0.063 
Representatives 
Legislative Staff 0.957 2.119 0.148 0.014 0.304 
GENDER National Meetings 0.389 0.835 0.362 0.006 0.148 
*PARTY 
National Organization 2.743 6.918 0.009* 0.044 0.743 
Publications 
Other Leaders 0.236 0.721 0.397 0.005 0.135 
Industry 0.601 1.257 0.264 0.008 0.200 
Representatives 
Legislative Staff 0.203 0.450 0.503 0.003 0.102 
Error · National Meetings 69.904 
National Organization 59.470 
Publications 
Legislative Staff 67.775 
a. R Squared= .023 (Adjusted R Squared= .003) 
b. R Squared= .046 (Adjusted R Squared= .027) 
C. R Squared= .018 (Adjusted R Squared= -.001) 
d. R Squared= .025 (Adjusted R Squared= .006) 
e. R Squared= .021 (Adjusted R Squared= -.001) 
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policies. National organization publications were seen as least useful among the given 
constructs to the development of family policies. 
Tables 4.11 and 4.12 report the univariate tests for gender and party respectively (df= 
1, 162; a= .05). National meetings were statistically significant in the univariate tests for 
party. However, none of the constructs were statistically significant in the univariate tests for 
gender. 
Table 4.11 Univariate Test for Gender 
Dependent Variable 
National Meetings 
National 
Organization 
Publications 
Other Leaders 
Industry 
F 
1.090 
0.078 
0.436 
Sig. 
0.298 
0.780 
0.510 
Eta Squared 
0.007 
<0.001 
0.003 
Observed Power 
0.180 
0.059 
0.101 
Representatives 0.699 0.404 0.004 0.132 
Legisalative Staff 0.023 0.880 <0.001 0.053 
The F tests the effect of GENDER. This test is based on the linearly independent 
pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means. 
Table 4.12 Univariate Test for Party of Respondent 
Dependent Variable 
National Meetings 
National 
Organization 
Publications 
Other Leaders 
Industry 
F Sig. 
5.283 0.023* 
2.411 
0.781 
0.122 
0.378 
Eta Squared 
0.032 
0.015 
0.005 
Observed Power 
0.627 
0.339 
0.142 
Representatives 0.127 0.722 0.001 0.065 
Legislative Staff 0.048 0.827 <0.001 0.055 
The F tests the effect of Party of Respondent. This test is based on the linearly 
independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means. 
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CHAPTERS 
DISCUSSION 
Summary of Study 
The objective of this study was to determine if differences exist between the political 
processes of the political parties and genders of state legislative leaders. More specifically, 
this study is interested in what differences exist between these two groups in political 
processes: 1) the development of family policies, and 2) the development of issue agendas. 
Aside from these specific objectives, it is hoped that this study will help bring recognition to 
the benefits women and other minority groups can bring to politics and the importance of 
family policies to the American people. 
Neither gender nor party influenced legislative leaders' perceptions of how useful 
staff, political parties, constituents, or universities and "think tanks" were to the development 
of an issue agenda. Although differences were found between how the political parties rated 
the usefulness of a legislative caucus, gender did not determine the rated usefulness of this . 
construct. Of all these reported constructs, universities and think tanks were ranked as most 
important to setting an issue agenda, in comparison to the importance of national 
organizations(µ= 1.88), while constituents were rated the lowest(µ =1.3). 
Neither gender nor party influenced the leaders' perceptions of how useful national 
organization publications, information from other leaders, industry representatives, and 
legislative staff were to the development of family policies. · The usefulness of national 
meetings to the development of family policies was influenced by political party and the 
interaction of gender and party, but it was not influenced by gender alone. Of these sources, 
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other leaders were given the highest rating(µ= 3.5), while national organization publications 
were rated the lowest (µ = 2.85). 
The statistically significant index scores found in 4.4 indicated the index score's 
influence on campaign issues, staff, and public opinion. However, these findings did not 
explain differences due to gender or party. The observed power in these tables should be 
noted. These values suggest that the findings from these analyses should be interpreted with 
a great deal of caution. Large amounts of the variance are not accounted for, according to 
these values. In other words, party, gender, and the index score are not necessarily the only 
key variables that might influence the areas examined in this study. It appears that there 
might be many other factors not included in this study that may help to explain differences in 
policy outcomes. Length of time in legislature, certain offices, or specific political climates 
( determined on a state by state basis) may have some effect. Because it is likely that these 
women leaders have been in office for a longer time than average women, it may be possible 
that their success may be attributed to their ability to assimilate to the male culture. Thus, 
they behave more like males in their policy processes. Furthermore, these leaders may be 
more distanced from constituents as a result of their leadership duties; that might explain the 
low ratings constituents received for their influence on policies. State studies might better be 
suited to examine constructs like political climates. Overall, more studies are needed that 
deal with political processes, women in public office, and family policies. 
Limitations of Study 
The small number of women made it difficult for gender to been influential factor in 
the statistical analyses. Although differences in the ratings oflegislative caucus were 
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expected, the differences were expected among the genders, not the parties. Although the 
gender differences did not reach significance in this study, a greater number of women, 
resulting in a more balanced design, might reveal a different outcome. 
Another issue related to this set of questions is how the questions were asked. Any 
time one is using a secondary data set, he or she has no control over the existing data set an4 
how it was obtained. The questionnaire was designed to provide information about its 
organization, and was formatted in a specific way to solicit responses that were desired by 
stakeholders in the organization. Therefore, the questionnaire may not' have been optimum 
for the purposes of this study. This is in no way a reflection on the quality of the survey's 
composition, as it was intended. However, if the questions were asked differently, the 
responses might have been different. 
For example, the item regarding issue agendas was asked so that participants would 
rank the usefulness of sources in relation to national organizations. Therefore, the responses 
do not indicate the perceived usefulness on an absolute scale, but instead the usefulness in 
relation to national organizations, a construct not of particular interest to this study. 
Furthermore, the scale used to rank these scores ranged from one to three (zero, 
"don't know", was treated as missing data). The scale rated usefulness of the source in 
relation to the national organizations, where one indicated the source was of less importance, 
two indicated the source was of equal importance, and three indicated the source was of 
greater importance. Therefore, the ratings indicated a score that was relational to how the 
participants perceived national organizations. 
Another concern with the set of questions is that while the questions examine what 
sources are helpful to setting an issue agenda, this provides no information about what issue 
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agenda is in place. Therefore, the propositions rested on the assumption that family policies 
are more likely to be ranked higher on a women's issue agenda compared to a man's issue 
agenda. The question neither assessed what the issue agendas of the participants' were, nor 
did it link a specific type of agenda to a specific source of information. More specifically, 
the questions about the issue agenda did not tell us about family policies and how they come 
to the top of legislative leaders' issue agendas. 
Questions relating to family policy were not extensive enough to draw many 
conclusions. More specific, perhaps qualitative, information about family policy attitudes 
and how those link to policy outcomes would be more beneficial to the cause of family 
policy. 
Furthermore, an alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests. According to the 
assumptions underlying the Bonferroni correction method, it may have been prudent to use a 
smaller alpha level (e.g., a= .05/8). Because the alpha level of .05, it may be assumed that 
one of twenty times the analysis preformed rendered a false positive, or indicated that one of 
the constructs was significant when it was not. Under the method performed in this analysis, 
there were eight different sources included on the survey on which data were analyzed. The 
alpha level could have been lowered to ensure even more statistical soundness in the results; 
although there were only two constructs identified by the analysis that contained statistically 
significant differences in terms of gender or party, neither would be considered significant 
under a more conservative alpha level. The findings should be interpreted and generalized 
with caution. 
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Implications 
It is hoped that this study will encourage more exploration and understanding of 
political processes. Much like an organizational evaluation, it is important to look at 
outcome-based measures to explain what is happening. Perhaps more interesting, though, is 
the procedural evaluation that explains how things are happening. Although there are many 
outcome-based studies that examine government, far more information is needed that 
explains the processes of government. 
Outcome-based measures are so often emphasized in family programs such as welfare 
reform, school-voucher programs, and health care reform. For example, although many 
claim welfare reform a success because of the declining welfare rolls (outcome), it is 
important to recognize how welfare reform is really working (process). In this case, many 
people have gone to work, but are still living in extreme poverty (see Burtless and Weaver, 
1997). Process evaluations, which provide a better indication of what happens to families 
along the way, should play an important role in family policy and program 
formation/revision. 
Constituents were rated the lowest among the sources of information that leaders use 
to form their issue agendas. It is no surprise when so few people are actually engaged in the 
political process. Perhaps the (lack of) importance given constituents is a result of the 
leadership positions of the participants. Nonetheless, these findings should prompt citizens 
to become more involved in the political process, as the elected representatives are in office 
to serve constituents. 
Other leaders were given the highest rating of sources that are useful to the 
development of family policy. Legislative support was identified in the literature (see 
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Thomas, 1991) as an important factor for women legislators. No doubt, appropriate support 
enables policy makers to focus on their role as a policy maker. Research into the area of 
legislative support, particularly that of legislators representing minorities in the legislatures, 
should be conducted to determine what formal types of support are most helpful ~o them. At 
the same time, it is important to reengage constituents in the political process and make sure 
that policy makers are in touch with what policies will best serve their constituents' interests. 
Overall, this study hopes to illustrate the need for increased research in the area of 
family policies and the need for more diversified legislatures. Additionally, it hopes to 
encourage more evaluation of policy processes, particularly in relation to family policies. 
Perhaps learning more about how and why political processes occur will provide the public 
with more information that will encourage increased political participation. 
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APPENDIX 
<:::- Sec,+ 1-=. In;ticd Le.adz1_xshlp l":)osif 
A Surv~y of State.Legislative Leaders 
This survey is designed to help us better understand how you do your job and how regional 
and national organizations can better help you do those jobs. First, we are interested in your 
decision to move into legislative leadership. 
1. Wen: you appointed. or elected to your first leadership position? Appointed Q Elected 
q ,u.e.st- .1. · l 2.. 
2. Ifyou were eleeted to your initial leadership position, was the position open or did you run against an 
incumbent leader? · q,pe.s+- L 
O Tne position was open. 
0 
0 I challenged an incumbent. 
f 
0 I was appointed. 
2., 
3. If your first leadership position was open, did you run ·uncontested or did others seek the position a.s 
well? , :2 ~ye.st-..:., 
I I ran uncontested. 
3 0 It was an appointed position. 
2 o There were other candidates. 
4 I ran against an incumbent. · 
4. How important was eacb of tbe following factors when you decided to seek your first leadership 
position? 
Lf 3 L I 0 
Very S()mewbat Not Very Nllt Not 
Q :)pol.' u ..,,.._it Important Important Important· Important Appli~abte 
'"iD.. No one else was interested. D 0 0 l1 
'ib My relationship• with leadership. 0 0 0 0 
4<.-My relationships with.other members. 0 D D 0 
" 
l.fd My seniority in the party. 0 0 0 D 
4t. My knowledge of the legislative process. 0 D 0 0 
4t My knowledge of particular issues. 0 0 G 0 
i'~4j .My campaign efforts on behalf of members. 0 0 0 0 0 
Jffh. l worked hardest t · · · ·- 0 0 0 l-i,;, . . :,- . o wm. 
t.Hit~ rcl~tionship with t'ieexecutive a D Cl 0 
·"',,,:.:j;,~. --
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l··. 
(0 h .S 5. uo? .importaDt do you tbillk each of tile lollowb!g "MIB in your initial Bk:rti?JI to a leadenhip positionT 
. 4 3 'l.... l O 
Yer, S.-,,bf Noc Vay Noc l'iOC q,ues_t: bapcuU,at ·'-lmpomat in.i,..i.M ]mparttH Appllcallle 
5a. No one else was interwm. a a ~a !=I 0 
5b My r:dationship with kadership. 0 0 tJ 
Sc.. My relationships with other members. 0 a 0 ·CJ 
· 5d My seniority in the party. 0 a 0 0 [] 
!:o 
..I'-' My knowledge of the legislative proce$S. [] 0 0 a 
Sf My knowledge of particular issues.- 0 CJ 0 0 
Sq My campaign clfoos on behalf of membem. [] 0 0 [] 
oJ 
r'"' . :; n .. _ I :womd hardesuo win. .. . .... a ···--· a CJ a 0 
-· ;)I My semcc OD a pailicullr coannitt= IJ 0 0 0 ->-, My relationship with the cxc,;;uiive 0 0 a 0 0 -..; 
6. When yea first bffame a leader, how helpful do you tbiak each of the following would l!iave been in 
hdping you adapt to y&ur leadenlrip nsponsillilities u • new lutler? 
Vay Solilfflhat 
Helpful Helpful 
I - 2. 
l.,r..._ A meetillg with other new legislative-leada:s.. a 0 
"b Meetinp 'N11h ;sn leadel-. 0 IJ 
lJ> C. Pubiic,tions about cfm:tive leadmhip skills. 0 a 
"" 
.!£. ol A comerem:c with experts OD lewrlhip. 0 0 
ll l Puhiications about activities or olhc:r lcadas.. · 0 
{, f Bricfcp, srudidabout~~- [J ".IJ 
Not Very 
Hdpful 
3 
D 
Net Hdr 
0 0 
0 O 
0 0 
0 
0 
··-----····----
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S:::cX: o-. l: h,L·hjd. fu ..-Eu /C\ove.rnf.J\.f 
7. V.'hich of the following best describes your plans 011.ce you leave your legislati,·e leadership position'? 
($de-ct :all that interest you and cirde the one that is M-OST likely) , , , , , .. 
r,,,r: . .;,,: o=.10 1 l:\fe.S 2..."'Mo.s,i•c:..t,·-, ~- ..,.._,_,. JV -.J 
-, • a Seek a different leadership position in the legislature. 7 Q Retire from politics. :~ . J 
I:: o --;~main in the legislature, but not in leadership. 1 h O Seek a seat in the other legislative chaniber. 
/ (... o Seek an appointed position in state government. 
/ d.. Seek an elected position in local government 
/ i Seek an elected· position in st?.te government. 
7J' o Seek a position in the US Congress. 
l l- Not sure right now. 
/ :_ C Other ---------------------------------
The purpose of our organization is to hel;, you fulfill your responsibility as a leader. 
The purpose of the questions below is to find out if the meetings and publications of 
SLLF and other groups assist you in your leadership capacity. 
/""'\ Se,:.· :)r, :'A° I J_;-;t°fU{..r;{e., c..t /\;''-: L':;:'.-~, :)pe+1cd,r~+: 
'.8.) How useful are the following sources in he/ping you .!!_evelop new policy ideas in areas like welfare, ~• 
eiluc,nion or health care? '-f :'.> ? 1 () 
Very Somewhat Nol Vrry · Not 
Useful Useful Useful Useful NA 
'i3a_National conference meetings. 0 0 0 0 
'lb National organization publications. . 0 
<t:k.., Conversations wi!h other state leaders. "' 0 D 0 0 0 
0d Conversations with industry representatives.'·"· 0 D O D 
Very Somewhat Not Very Not 
{g lnformation from your legislative staff. ,v· o O O 
~~;:;fl'~ 
useful do you find each of the following organizations in terms of providing information on policy 
• • es like welfare, education or health care? . , '.::i (") \ 
'-I '- 1 0 
Useful Useful°' Useful Useful NA 
L:gislative Leaders Foundation. a 0 0 
ational Conference of State Legislatures. C 0 0 0 ,.. .. 
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L} 3 
VffY Somewhat 
Useful Useful 
2. 
NotVeey Not 0 
Useful Useful NA 
C:~Coua.cil of State Govemmems. a 
...... 
a 0 0 ~-':;'c( American Legislative Exchange CoUIICil. O 
C,e,.. State Govmmnent Affam C-ouncil (SGAC). 0 O a C! 
i '1f 0t1ter0rganizatiolls? ----- a 0 0 a 
\ . . 
I • : Ao;)e-n mef111 are the rolkrwing :soun:es iD providing information on leadership ~pomibilities, sadt :u 
~og coalitions, ~gill& legidatioo and ring 3ver the ell~ . i . 
· Very Somewhat Not Very Not 0 
£tUe..:f; Useflll Useful Useful Usefnl NA 
j {;CL Nalionalconfem.ace.~ . .. . !l ... ·····--- ... a 
. 'b 1 IO National ~matfun publications. a a 0 0 ,l'!t:., . 
0 I!)~ Conver.satiom with~ $QfC leaders. D 
t 0d Coltvei:satioll$ with indu:siry rq,miemarives. 0 0 a 
')e.. Infonnation from your legislative scatl'. 0 a 
Ii\ Bow useful do yau find each of the rollewibg wg;mizatiam hi terms ef Pn>vitlinc lsformafioa OD 
~rship nspomibilides, sllCb u buildin& ce.tUdoBs, ~•II leeisfation uul prmdiag OVl!l' die 
chambert y. . ; :;l!l' 2.. I 
i Q!JtSt~ Very Somewhat NotVery Not Q Useful Usef'aJ UseCal Useful NA 
\ J 
l t i State Legislative Leaders Foundation. · 
i lb National Conference of State ugis1atuMs. 
0 
IJ 
j jCCouncilofSIIU:Govetmnmd$. o 
1:d ; l LegWative Exchange Council. O 
j l e...Smte 0ovemment Collnci! (SGAC}. 0 
• I / r ' 1 Other Or,ganizations? _____ 
0 
a 
a 
a 
a 
0 
0 
0 
a 
a 
0 
a 
0 
0 
a 
0 
0 
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/;-~~ls information you ~ain from national organiz~tion~ (p~blications and 1~eetings) more importantin 
_.,.~ -~ng the .issue agenda in your st.ate tha~ each of hie following sources, less important or about t~e sa1ne? 
. .,, ' 3 2- I . Y 
[: J~_sf: More Equal in Less Don't 
. , Important lmportance Important Know 
'The infromation from national 
organizations is more important, 
equa I to, or Jess important 
I Z..O. chan the governor of your state. 0 0 0 
.,,.,,.•H•• 
! LC.,rhan the staff in your staie. 0 0 
,. · l'2!._, ... than the political parties. 0 0 0 0 
~- f ·"'; 
l LCJ ... than the campaign agenda. 0 
[/; e, 
i L ... than public opinion. 0 0 0 
l:::lf ... than your legislative caucus. 0 0 0 0 
l Lq ... than organized groups in your state. D D 0 0 
.~ 
d Lh ... than constituents. D D 0 0 
I,., , ,Li ..• than universities and "think tanks." 0 0 0 
The political landscape in America has changed dramatically over the last few years, 
with term limits, an invasive media, negative and expensive campaigns and a 
skeptical public. In light of these changes. we would like your opinion on the nature 
ofin.fluence and power in your state. 
S:J'.1itfr1'>./-L l"lj ~4-v--i bl.A/;··I(j/'\ 0~ l_;l)W(.- '.)re{ !~,£: (.J.(t!'..l- : ,.., ),rj '-' Q\l•ri\ 5-/uJf 
13. Please incffcad lryou think the foilo1'-ing institutions have become more powerful, less powerful or 
stayed about thll same relative to the !e~islature over the past five years, 
<"'.1, 
0'".Ut.-,1 · 
I 3CL The Governor has become ... ,.. 
l :>b The Bureaucracy has become ... 
I~(, The State Courts have become ... 
3 2-
More About 
Influential Same 
0 
0 
D 
. 1· ..... . 
·Less 
Influential 
D 
D 
0 
y 
Don't 
Know 
D 
0 
0 
" 
61 
• :?,,._•.:- -
14. PleasebuikateJf;. l!lli=~=--rp~,;1 
or stayed about tile __ .. - • r live yean.: 
. -=--·-'~::·~----- ·.:;.:-~ J. ~-;;__,,· . 
q_ue_s.f: . ~tial s.me lnlbaeadal 
- c:; •....c. 
! 4tttegislatiw:: commiuce :staff has become-. o a O 0 
! 4 b Legislative peoonal staff has •• a 0 a D 
\ 4c.,1nte=t groups have become" C a 
.. \4d.Nonpamsan tanks" have become •• a 0 0 a 
: ·-[ f... Legislative pmty leadeni have become_ 0 0 a 
. -r --_ ·--; r Committee chairs have become ••• Cl 0 Cl Cl 
·, q &mioc leg~lators have bccon:111.- Cl 0 Cl a 
...J . . . . ... -· ·- . . .. . 
/l Political Action Committees have~- 0 0 Cl Cl 
t. 
:! ' Distru:t constituenJS have become- Cl 0- 0 0 
1 ~. The Media has become_ 0 0 0 a 
Thank you for your assistance in completing this survey. Please place in the 
enclosed SbUuped envelope and return to: 
Thomas B. Little 
State Legislative Leaden Foundation 
P.O. Box 1813 
Arlington, TX 76004-1813 
C,O P~ lfyou wou.ld like a summary of the survey results, please indicate below an 
address to which that report may be mailed: • 
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